In this paper, I am reflecting on Abraham Zaleznik's paper "managers and leaders: are they different?" He was a prominent Harvard business school professor who attacked management style for depending only on rationality and achieving goals. He believed that managers and leaders are totally different persons. He described managers as inscrutable, detached and manipulative. Plus, while managers are interested in control and how things are done, leaders are more concerned with ideas and innovation. I try to probe into various questions related to both management and leadership to approach a clearer opinion for these inquires: do managers and leaders really have completely different personalities? Or are they both competing for the same target of getting work done through people? Is management upgradable with more knowledge and hard work? Are leaders more empathetic than managers? What makes managers inscrutable and manipulative? Is this innate or acquired? In which way leaders are different? Seems a huge task but I will tackle this issue by conducting a comparative study among two prominent figures as Sheikh Zayed Al Nahyan and Nelson Mandela. I will trace some points of similarities and differentiations based on the timeless lessons from their life stories that will endure for years to come. Both were gifted visionary individuals who exercised full range of cognitive, emotional and behavioral abilities to bring about profound change in their countries.
Introduction
I have noticed throughout my reading in this specific topic that a determined distinction between managers and leaders is being prolifically conducted. One of those examples is what Zaleznick pointed out in his research "managers and leaders; are they different?" that "managerial leadership unfortunately does not necessarily ensure imagination, creativity, or ethical behavior in guiding the destinies of corporate enterprises" [1] . Furthermore, suggestion as, "Where managers act to limit choices, leaders develop fresh approaches to long-standing problems and open issues to new options." [2] is repeated in different contexts with close meaning such as, "A leader is a person who pushes employees to do their best and knows how to set an appropriate pace and tempo for the rest of the group. Managers, on the other hand, are required by their job description to establish control over employees which, in turn, help them develop their own assets to bring out their best. Thus, managers have to understand their subordinates well to do their job effectively." [3] Then the same concept goes far to continue in this way "Managers, however, are not required to assess and analyze failures. Their job description emphasizes asking the questions "how" and "when," which usually helps them make sure that plans are properly executed.
They tend to accept the status quo exactly the way it is and do not attempt a change." [4] Again magnification of leadership over management is elaborated in this context "One responsibility of a manager is controlling a group in order to accomplish a certain goal. Leadership, on the other hand, is the ability of an individual to motivate, influence, and enable other employees to make a contribution toward the success of an organization. Inspiration and influence separate leaders from managers-not control and power." [5] 
Discussion
There are people who often mistake leadership and management as the same thing and others who regard the two as completely different islands in which leadership is overrated. The concept that leaders have people that follow them, while managers have people who simply work for them cannot be reliable enough to judge things fairly. In consideration to the idea that "Leadership requires getting people to comprehend and believe in the vision set for the company and to work on achieving these goals, while management is more about administering and making sure the day-to-day activities are happening as they should." [6] . It presupposes that managers are born with limited potentials that incapacitate them from competing with leaders which is unfair and couldn't be taken for granted, yet it's not even scientifically approved. On the other hand, there are group of people who see that leadership and management must go hand in hand. I, through this paper, try to verify that they are necessarily linked and complementary to one another within certain scope. Without a clear grasping of their nature, any effort to separate the two within an organization is likely to cause more problems than it solves. Again this idea of overestimating leader- have a tendency to praise success and drive people, whereas managers work to find faults." [7] . While I have always thought that for any institution or country to be successful, it needs management that can plan, organize and coordinate its people, and also in a dire need to leadership for inspiring and motivating them to perform to the best of their ability.
It's like one is being stimulated to understand what both sides have to do, and to reach a clearer vision, we need to comprehend the essence of the difference between them. This is a matter of definition-understanding how the roles are different if they really are and how they might overlap. Managers' work, on the other hand, is being insinuately underestimated on doing his core business of setting, measuring and achieving goals by controlling situations to reach or exceed their objectives. Here I am bound to take real examples of history leaders in an attempt to discover whether being a great leader is innate trait and managers, on the other hand, whatever diligent and hard-working, will be always in the same typical zone of administrative tasks.
Debate has long surrounded the topic of whether managers differ from leaders and vice versa. Based on this concept, some companies try to train employees to be both, while some consider them distinctly different. However, in reality, the answer remains elusive because managers and leaders are both the same and different and that's what we will verify here. This takes us to try to connect both theory with practice through tracing the professional legacy of two well known world leaders due to some similarities and differentiations in their journey of fame.
Northouse [8] wrote that leadership and management are similar in many ways. Both involve influencing, achieving goals, and working with people. However, while they may share some similarities, there are distinct and important differences. Northouse said that the study of leadership goes as far back as the times of Aristotle, while the concept of management came about "around the turn of the 20th century with the advent of our industrialized society" [9] . Here, I am a bit doubtful about the notion that management and leadership are similar because if they are similar why then we should regenerate it in a less effective creativeless frame titled "management" while we have a stronger version of leadership? Plus, Northouse supposes that both management and leadership are going parallel to each other which needs to be probed as well. What really matter is not the emergence of leadership since Aristotle's time, but the characteristics he highlighted that any leader should possess in order to successfully lead others.
Aristotle in his book (In the Nichomeachan Ethics and Rhetoric) mentioned that the amount of experience one has is the first important characteristic in leadership "one who has experience is qualified to judge" [10] Successful people have learned from both positive and negative experiences and having certain years of experience in the related field is a must requirement for any managing vacancy. Mintzberg [11] defined a manager and a leader as one and the same.
Mintzberg considered a manager "the person in charge of the organization or one of its subunits" [12] . In his HBR article which originally appeared in Harvard Business Review in [13] , he referred to CEOs as managers. Managers include "foremen, factory supervisors, staff managers, field sales managers, hospital administrators, presidents of companies and nations…" [14] . Mintzberg maintained that managers are vested with authority over an organizational unit and from this authority comes status, which then leads to interpersonal relations and access to information. And, it is information that allows a manager to make decisions and develop strategies.
Another connection is raised to the scholars and the interested in this topic assuming that "Leaders manage and managers lead, but the two activities are not synonymous... management functions can potentially provide leadership; leadership activities can contribute to managing. Nevertheless, some managers do not lead, and some leaders do not manage" [15] . This is more confusing than the opinion discussed above by Micheal Nelson because it signifies the relationship between management and leadership as two-way path which is completely intertwined. By stating that leadership is management and vise versa, it crashes a pile of studies and papers stuffed in attempts trying to differentiate both as well as failed to quench thousands' hunger to embody the topic in their dissertations or professionally benefit in their work fields. The fact that managers should know how to plan, organize, and arrange systems of administration and control doesn't exempt leaders from these tasks' skills, on the contrary, it burdens them with more tasks to acquire and master.
In an attempt to try to probe the link between a leader and a manager, here is a simple example; a good leader of a software company may not be someone technically proficient in guiding a software developer through a complex job.
That job belongs to a competent manager. And, a good manager may be good at managing the day-to-day tasks in his work field, but lacks the vision required of a great leader to strategically guide an organization. Through this example, we can infer that the evolvement from a manager to a leader is an incremental process that clarifies the cycle of professional development where a manager could develop into a leader if he determines to through acquiring knowledge and deep insight.
Another notion of overlap between leadership and management is what
Northouse [16] in Africa and all over the world. The reality, however, was far from it; Mandela himself never denied his humanity, given to the same weaknesses as everyone else. His first marriage broke down, and so did his second; he was unable to balance between personal life and political concerns, which is being a leader in the home and in the nation. He also failed to raise the kind of children befitting a man of his nobility. He said in an interview, "My first task when I came out was to destroy that myth that I was something other than an ordinary human being." [20] In the end, although disappointing, people were still drawn to him. In fact, his humanity made him even more appealing.
On the other hand, taking into consideration other world figures that have What has been mentioned about Henry Kissinger by some critics is really controversial "He manipulated colleagues and nations. He faked the beginning of a nuclear war in order to advance some perverse personal game theory.
Though he was regarded as main reason of initializing war by some of his critics, he was a man of ideas at the center of an American strategy that ultimately benefited the world in some grand sense.
Obviously, both Zayed and Mandela were not only good managers, but good leaders as well. So, in order to comprehensively test Zaleznick's assumption of the leader being more empathetic than the manager, which doesn't contradict the fact of being a creative leader, might shake old patterns and relationships across the globe. So, we couldn't accept this as a standard. Inside Washington Kissinger was one of the two or three most skillful bureaucratic warriors of modern times; his most consistent trait was to amass as much power and control as possible in his own office and person. On the whole, being a vastly overrated as a statesman stresses his managerial and leadership capabilities. On the other hand, depending on his career history, we couldn't regard him as a completely good leader who is driven by kind intentions and motives.
Unlike Kissinger, both Zayed and Mandela believed in the idea of unification and aggregation of power to achieve the aspired goals targeting the maximum benefit for all. Kissinger, on the other hand, believed in the philosophy of subjectivism that "every man in a certain sense creates his picture of the world." and, using his presidential powers granted by the UAE Constitution, regularly set aside decisions that were considered to be tough.
The smart dimension that reflects a wise leader was displayed in Shaikh
Zayed's wish to bridge the gaps among other disputed countries through peaceful methods, cognizant that diplomatic initiatives were preferable to confrontation, especially among neighboring countries.
Shaikh Zayed Bin Sultan Al Nahyan was a globally respected elder Arab statesman who was actively engaged in a range of issues and concerns. International observers noted that Shaikh Zayed was a man in a hurry, anxious to introduce basic reforms to his country, willing to challenge all difficulties as well as carry 
Conclusions
Based Apparently, a leader, after proving his managerial capabilities, is elevated to another level where he is able to inspire and engage his people in turning his vision into reality. This higher level may empower the leader, rather than the manager, to see individuals not as a particular set of skills, but they think beyond what they do and activate them to be part of something much bigger.
Another perspective clarified here is that management really matters and it's a prerequisite to reaching the skills of leadership. Managing requires getting work done. It requires management of people and day-to-day organization of logistics, communication, workflow and tasks. It is making sure that things run smoothly and work together to create a functional whole.
Some of those who master management tools become diligent and believe in life learning commitment can evolve naturally into leadership sphere where they can easily inspire, have a mission, envision a future and be able to communicate it in a way that motivates other people to believe and participate in it. Now it makes sense and we can justify the idea that leaders have followers, while Managers technically, don't.
But it's not really a question of whether a manager leads or a leader manages.
More, it comes down to a matter of execution. In other words, a manager comes up to his position for several reasons, one of which might be his professional capability. So, the manager could be good or bad depending on his performance in meeting his job requirements. And likewise, a leader may be good or bad depending on his intentions in leading others.
In this study, we found Zayed Al Nahyan and Nelson Mandela earned the reputation of skillful leaders who got global respect for their long life struggle to secure their people's rights. Both played a fundamental role in defusing and resolving regional disputes and, more important, promoted moderation.
We deduct here that "Leadership is path-finding; management is path-following.
Leaders do the right things; managers do things right. Leaders develop; managers maintain. Leaders ask what and why; managers ask how and when. Leaders originate; managers imitate [23] .
Finally, what Zaleznick proposed in his paper proved inaccurate when it comes to practice and reality. Nelson Mandela helped to change South Africa into a fairer place. Zayed Al Nahyan will be remembered around the world for his message of peace and unity, while Henry Kessinger shaped the modern history of diplomacy. Those three leaders evolved from the management territory into the leadership arena through hard work, taking risks and facing challenges.
Hopefully, this paper stimulates other researchers to probe into the dilemma of strong professional development which comes to nothing if the individual's DOI: 10.4236/jss.2018.69003talents are negligible. Also more research about organization psychology needs to be conducted for the smooth landing from management into leadership.
